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ABSTRACT 

This study investigates the phenomenon of obligatory 
dative doubling, examining data based upon a critique of two analyses 
of clitic doubling in Spanish within different grammatical 
frameworks. Previous analyses propose that dative clitic doubling is 
obligatory whenever the Noun Phrase in indirect position is not a 
semantic Recipient/Addressee (Goal) • The data presented demonstrate 
that obligatory clitic doubling does not depend solely on the 
thematic role of the dative but that other features must be 
considered. The paper is organized as follows: Section 2 reviews an 
analysis proposed within Relational Grammar and outlines structural 
and theory-based problems with the argument; Section 3 summarizes 
another analysis regarding dative clitic doubling proposed within 
Government and Binding theory as well as potential theory-based 
problems and shows the similarities with the earlier theory. Section 
4 discusses thematic roles and presents data that cannot adequately 
be accounted for by either analysis. Section 5 presents implications 
for further research. (JL) 
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1 Introduction* 



Numerous articles and research have been devoted to the topic of clitic doubling in 
Romance Languages, the phenomenon in which the indirect object Noun Phrase (NP) is 
doubled by a pronominal clitic. 

(1) Le robaron dinero al hombre. 
3sg stole-3pl money to-the man. 
^ *They stole money from the man.' 

\n • I w.^d like to primarily thank my supervisor, Chiyo Nisbida, for her many hours of input and 

suggestions for this paper. I would also like to thank Dale Koike for her helpful comments, and Albert 
Bickford for his encouragement and scholarly example both now and as a former teacher. To the many 
language associates from whom I obtained data (Sylvia Alemany, Alfonso Gutiirrcz, Dolly Mencndcz, 

\3 Dofta Maria Teresa Mencndcz, Jorge Zamudio, Luz Colorado, Lany Montenegro, Olga Irizairy, Cecilia 

\ Behague, Alejandro Moselcy, to name a few) I am indd)tcd. I also thank my parents and friends for 

courteously listening to me ponder obligatory dative clitic doubling. Finally, a special thanks to my 
father, Karl Franklin, for his example throughout the years, both linguistic and otherwise. 
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Various linguists, including Kayne (1975), Rivas (1977), Jaeggli (1982), Bickford 
(1985), and Suner (1986), among others, have studied the distribution of the pair, 
specifically with regard to when doubling is obligatory. That is, in many constructions the 
clitic has the option of co-occurring with the dative NP but is not obligatory. Under 
certain conditions, however, omission of the clitic will produce ungrammatical sentences. 
Compare (2) in which doubling is optional with (3) in which it is obligatory. 

(2a) Le dieron juguetes al nino. 
3sg gave-3pl toys to-the child. 
They gave the child toys.' 

(2b) 0 Dieron juguetes al nino. 

Gave-3pl toys to-the child. 
They gave the child toys.' 

(3a) Le faltan cinco dolares a Juan. 
3sg lack-3pl five dollars to John. 
7ohn lacks five dollars.' 

(3b) *0 Faltan cinco dolares a Juan. 

Lack-3pl five dollars to John. 
*John lacks five dollars.* 

This study investigates the phenomenon of obligatory dative doubling, examining 
data based upon a critique of two analyses of clitic doubling in Spanish within different 
grammatical fi-ameworks. Previous analyses propose that dative clitic doubling is 
obligatory whenever the NP in indirect object position is not a semantic 
Recipient/Addressee (Goal). J. Albert Bsckford*s (1985) proposal within Relational 
Grammar and Osvaldo Jaeggli's (1982) account within Government and Binding are two 
representative analyses of the phenomenon which argue that conditions for doubling are 
based upon the thematic role of the superficial indirect object NP. Due to an incomplete 
corpus of data, however, neither analysis adequately accounts for the phenomenon. The 
data in this report instead demonstrate that obligatory clitic doubling does not depend 
solely on the thematic role of the dative but that other features must be considered. I 
outline data not accounted for by cither theory in order 1) to question the validity of 
relying solely upon analyses based on thematic roles to describe clitic doubling; 2) to 
present possible (non-syntactic) explanations; and 3) to raise questions beyond the scope 
of this report for further research. 

This paper is organized as follows: section 2 reviews Bickford's analysis proposed 
within Relational Grammar and outlines structural and theory-based problems with his 
argument. Section 3 summarizes Jaeggli*s analysis regarding dative clitic doubling 
proposed withi\ Government and Binding as well as potential theory-based problems. At 
the end cf this section I show similarities between Bickford and Jaeggli's arguments. 
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Section 4 discusses thematic roles and presents data that cannot adequately be accounted 
for by Bickford or Jaeggli. Explanations for these data are given. Finally, Section 5 
presents implications for further research as well as conclusions. 

While this is not an exhaustive nor a quantitative study of dative clitic doubling, I 
believe the data presented in this report raise some questions for further research and 
support arguments against relying solely on a syntactico-semantic account, particularly a 
sentence-based analysis, to describe actual language. Dative clitic doubling is not neatly 
defined by a single theory. Instead, I maintain that other considerations, particularly 
pragmatic, play an important role in describing the phenomenon, and these remain for 
further study. 

2 Bickford (1982 and 1985) 
2.1 Clitic doubling rule 

J. Albert Bickford, in his 1985 article entitled "Spanish Clitic Doubling and Levels 
of Grammatical Relations," specifically addresses the phenomenon within Relational 
Grammar. Expanding a prior paper on initial and non-initial indirect objects in Spanish 
(Bickford 1982), he foimulates a single Clitic Doubling Rule to account for all instances 
of dative clitic doubling, as stated in (4). 

(4) Clitic Doubling Rule: 

Given a nominal a, a clause b, and an arc of the form [3(a,6) <CjCf >] which meet 
all necessary conditions for determining a clitic c in c may be omitted only if 
i = 1. (The bracketed expression can be read: "Nominal a heads a 3-arc in clause b, 
beginning at the rth stratum and ending at the final stratum. ") 

In other words, a dative clitic is optional if the nominal that determines it is an initial 3 
(semantic Recipient or Addressee). (Relational Grammar admits multilevel analysis. The 
final level corresponds to superficial realization; the initial one is in correspondence with 
semantic roles (see section 3).) It then follows that if there is a final 3 which is not an 
initial 3, dative clitic doubling must occur. 

Using data fi-om the Chilean dialect of Spanish, Bickford delineates fimdamental 
assumptions on obligatory clitics. He first examines common instances of obligatory clitic 
doubling in which final dative objects (superficial indirect objects) determine cUtics on the 
verb. Dative clitics obligatorily co-occur with indirect objects when the indirert object is a 
(fi-ee) pronoun or is left-dislocated.^ 

(5) Le/*0 da corbatas a el coda Navidad (pronoun) 
'She gives neckties to him every Christmas.' [2] 
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(6) A su esposo siempre le/*0 da corbatas, (left-dislocated) 
'To her husband, she always gives neckties.' [3] 

The non-occurrence of these factors is considered a suflBcient condition for 
omission. That is, when the indirect object (lO) is not a pronominal or occurs to the right 
of the verb, the clitic is optional. 

(7) (Le) da corbatas a su esposo coda Navidad 

'She gives neckties to her husband every Christmas.' [4] 

Bickford uses a controlled group of data in which the doubled clitic is obligatory 
even though these sufficient conditions for omission are satisfied. He redefines the term 
'obligatory' within the article to mean obligatory even when the above conditions for 
omission of a clitic are satisfied. Therefore, he examines only nontypical clitic doubling in 
which indirect objects occur to the right of the verb and are not pronominais. 

The condition for optionality in single clauses, he states, is that the Final 3 
(superficial direct object) must be a semantic Recipient or Addressee, as shown in (8) and 
(9), respectively. 

(8) Manuel (le) dio el dinero a su ie fe. 
Tvlanuel gave the money to his boss.' [12] 

(9) Siempre (les) dice palabras duras a sus hijas . 

Tie always says harsh words to his daughters.* [13] 

2.2 Single clauses 

Bickford presents analyses that have appeared in RG literature regarding 
obligatory dative clitic doubling as bases for postulating his clitic doubling rule, and argues 
that the rule serves as an additional argument for the analyses taken as a group. In 
Relational Grammar there is an "uncontrovcrsial assumption" that final 3's which are 
semantically Recipients or Addressees arc assumed to head 3-arcs at all levels (Bickford 
1985:194) Following this premise, he demonstrates how each example of obligatory 
doubling is non-prototypical (contains non-initial 3*s) and why the clitic is obligatory. He 
begins with single clausal types. 

Cases of obligatory single clause constructions include Inversion Constructions, as 

in (10). 

(10a) Muchas veces las ideas creativas le/^0 faltan a ese autor. 
Many times the ideas creative 3sg lack-3pl to that author. 
That author often lacks creative ideas.* 

The stratal diagram for (10a) would be as follows: 
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With Inversion constructions, the final 3 is initially a semantic Agent or 
Experienccr (initial 1 ). It is not an initial 3 because only initial semantic Recipients or 
Addressees may be represented by an initial 3. Thus, ese autor in (10) is the initial 
semantic Agent and later becomes the superficial dative Recipient. 

Other Inversion constructions involve so-called psych-verbs, as in (1 1). 
Grammatical relations of the dative are indicated in parenthesis. 

(11) La comida china le/*0 gusta a Elena . (1 -»3) 
Bena likes Chinese food.* 

Also included in obligatory constructions are Benefactive Datives, as shown in 

(12) , where the superficial 10 is semantically a Beneficiary. 

( 1 2a) Les/*0 pintaban las paredes a los duettos todos los veranos. 

They painted walls for the owners every summer* [7] (BEN ->3) 

Diagram (12b) shows that Bickford analyzes these as final 3's which head initial 
BEN-arcs (BEN represents a Benefactive oblique). Again, the final 3 is not an initial 3 
and the clitic is therefore obligatory. 
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(12b) 




pmtar 



paredes 



duefios 



vcnmos 



Bickford identifies Ethical Datives as "final 3*s that are interpreted as having an 
interest in and being indirectly aflFected by the action of the verb" (1985:192). An Ethical 
Dative is shown in sentence (13a) and the corresponding diagram in (13b). 

(13a) Esos ninos malos siempre le/*0 ensucian mi auto a Jorge cuando se lo presto. 
Those bad boys always get my car dirty on George when I loan it to him.*[9] 

(X^3) 

(13b) 




ensuciar 



nifios 



auto 



Jorge 



Bickford cites Tugg^s (1980) suggestion that these constructions could be the 
advancement of some Oblique to 3 or, in the case of Inalienable Possession, an instance of 
Possessor Raising. The thematic role is ambiguous and therefore labeled here as a variable, 
X. Regardless of the exact thenuitic role of Ethical Datives, Bickford considers them to 
be distinct fi-om Bene&ctive constructions in which the dative is an initial Benefactive. 
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Another obligatory single clause construction involves Inalienable Possession, 
where the final 3 is the possessor of the final 2 (superficial direct objea). It is not so 
important what the final 3 is initially as the fact that it is not an initial 3. 

(14a) Le lavo las memos a mi hiia . (X -^3) 



(14b) 




manos hija 



2.3 Multi-clausal constructions 

Obligatory clitic doubling also occurs in two types of multiclausal structures: 
causative constructions and Modal Union, as in (15) and (16), respectively. ^ 

( 1 5) Siempre le/*0 hacia romper huevos a la nina, 
*She always made the girl break eggs ' [15] 

( 1 6) Generalmente, cuando los premios les/*0 son terminados de dar a los ^anadores, 
el publico sale ri^idamenie. 

'Generally, when the prizes have finished being given (lit. arc finished of giving) to 
the winners, the public leaves rapidly.* [16] 

RG assumes that causatives are initially biclausal, but that all dependents of the 
embedded clause arc also final dependents of the main clause (Bickford 1985: 197). In 
both constructions, the two clauses are considered to be united into one final clause; thus, 
the label 'Clause Union*. A distinction is made between Clause Union (Causative Clause 
Union) and Clause Reduction (which involves clitic climbing). 

In Causative Clause Union the initial 1 of the embedded clause becomes the final 2 
or 3 of the matrix clause, depending on the transitivity in the embedded clause. What is of 
interest to Bickford^s analysis is that the final 3 does not head any initial arc in the matrix 
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clause, as shown in (17). The crucial issue is that the final 3 is not an initial 3, and 
therefore the clitic is obligatory. 

( 1 7a) Siempre le/*0 hacia comer verduras a la nina. 

*She always made the girl eat vegetables.' (X -»3) 

(17b) 




In Clause Reduction, union is optional and occurs if the same nominal heads a 
1-arc in both clauses, as in control structures involving verbs such as querer, necesitar, 
and deseoTy and in raising structures involving verbs such as poder, acabar de, and soler. 
Control and raising structures are illustrated in (18) and (19), respectively. 

(18) (Les) quiero mandar una invitacion a mis suegros. 
1 want to send an invitation to my in-laws.' 

(19) (Le) puedes mandar una invitacion a mi tio. 
Tou can send an invitation to my uncle.' 

All dependents of the embedded clause become final dependents of the matrix 
clause. Clitics attach to the highest verb of which they become dependents. Compare 
(20a) and (21a) and their corresponding diagrams. 

(20a) Queremos enviar(les) esios paquetes a los nines. 
Want-lpl to-send(them) these packages to the children. 
'We want to send the children these packages/ 
(initial and final 3 of embedded clause) 
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(20b) 




(21a) Ze5 queremos enviar estos paquetes a los nifios. 

Them want- 1 pi to-send these packages to the children. 
•We want to send the children these packages.' 

(final 3 of matrix clause, but no initial relation to matrix clause) 



(21b) 
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According to the analysis, clitic doubling must be optional in (20), since the dative 
is the initial and final 3 of the embedded clause. In (21), it must be obligatory, since the 
superficial indirect object is the initial 3 of the embedded clause and not of the matrix 
clause. That is, the initial 3 bears no initial relation to the matrix clause but becomes the 
final 3 of the matrix clause. 

Bickford maintains that supportive evidence for his analysis is found when Clause 
Reduction interacts with other constructions, such as passive in the matrix clause applied 
to an embedded 2. The combination of both passive in the matrix clause and a 
multiclausal construction makes the clitic obligatory. Sentences (22a) and (22b) contrast 
passive and active multiclausal constructions. Even though both are multiclausal 
sentences, clitic doubling is obligatory only in (22a), demonstrating that passive is 
necessary.^ 

(22a) Generalmente, cuando los vremios les/*0 son terminados de dor a los 
2anadores. el publico sale rdpidamente. 

'Generally, when the prizes have finished being given to the winners, the public 
leaves rapidly/ [16] (X ^3) PASSIVE 

(22b) (Les) quieren dar premios a los ganadores hoy a las seis. 

They want to give awards to the winners today at six o'clock/ (3 ->3) ACTIVE 

Sentences (23a) and (23b) are contrasted to illustrate how a multiclausal 
construction necessitates obligatory doubling. Both sentences are passive; however, clitic 
doubling is optional in the single clause but is obligatory the multiclausal construction. 

(23a) Apenas los balones les/*0 son terminados de entregar a los m9adores. ellns 
empiezan su entrenamiento. 

'As soon as the balls are finished being delivered to the players, they begin their 
training/ [ 1 8a] (X ^3) MULTI-CLAUS AL 

(23b) Apenas los balones (les) son entregados a los iueadores. ellos empiezan su 
entrenamiento. 

'As soon as the balls are delivered to the players, they begin their training. [18b] 

(X ^3) SINGLE CLAUSE 

In such cases involving a combination of both a passive and a multiclausal 
construction, clitic doubling is obligatory. As in Clause Union, the embedded 3 does not 
head any initial arc in the matrix clause. It does head a 3«arc in the final stratum of the 
matrix clause, but what is important is that it holds no initia l relation to the matrix clause 
and cannot be analyzed as an initial 3 of the matrix clause. 
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Bickford points out, however, that his rule does not seem to account for one type 
of example. 

(24) Los duefios (les) quieren alquilar estas casas a los estudiantes por 3000 pesos. 
The owners want to rent these houses to the students for 3000 pesos.' [29] 

It appears that the clitic is optional even though it attaches to the matrix verb, indicating 
that Clause Reduction has taken place. Bickford calls this an illusion, because when the 
clitic is omitted there is no overt evidence that Clause Reduction has taken place. He 
argues that the clitic is just as likely to have been omitted from the lower clause, since 
Clause Reduction is optional. Therefore, when the clitic is omitted here, it is omitted from 
the lower clause. Compare the following; 

(25a) Los duefios quieren alquilar 0 estas casas a los estudiantes por 3000 pesos. 



(25b) Los duefios 0 quieren alquilar estas casas a los estudiantes por 3000 pesos. 



He considers the sentence in (25b) to be correct, in which case the doubling rule holds. 

2.4 Theory-based problems 

Although Bickford's analysis appears to work with the data given, the analysis has 
some theory-based problems; for example, he points out that the sentence in (24) is only 
an apparent counterexample, not an actual one, because the clitic is optional only if 
reduction has not taken place. Looking at the data from another perspective it could be 
argued that reduction does indeed occur. Notice the sentence and corresponding diagram 
in (26), in which the dative clitic is obligatory, since the final 3 is not an initial 3. 

(26a) Las casas les/*0 son terminados de alquilar a los estudiantes por los duefios. 
The houses were finished being rented to the students by the owners/ 



[30a] 



NO REDUCTION 



[30b] 



REDUCTION 
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If we remove one stratum, we will arrive at the following: 

(27) Los dueiios (les) terminaron de alquilar las casas a los estudiantes . 
'The owners finished renting the houses to the students * 

The initial and final relations of the nominal estudiantes remain the same; however, the 
clitic is obligatory in (26) but not in (27). The question remains as to why the clitic is 
optional in one sentence and obligatory in the other, even though both hold the same 
relations and are merely different strata of the same relational network. Estudiantes holds 
no initial 3 relation to the matrix and is a final 3 regardless of the construction. To analyze 
(27) without Clause Reduction would mean that the sentence in (26) could not be derived. 
The only way we know that Modal Union has taken place is by the collocation of the clitic 
with the matrix verb. The argument seems circular. If the clitic is completely omitted, 
then how do we know that reduction took place or fi-om which clause the clitic was 
omitted? 

Furthermore, Bickford's rule is dependent on a biclausal analysis and diagram. If 
Davies and Rosen's more recent (1988) analysis of Clause Union is applied to the data, 
Bickford's analysis of multiclausal constructions does not hold. Davies and Rosen analyze 
Unions as multipredicate uniclausal constructions in which the inner clause occupies the 
first stratum. In Causative Unions, the recent analysis still captures the fact that the final 3 
is not an initial 3. 

(28a) Le hacen comer verduras a la niha. 
•They make the giri cat vegetables ' 
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For Modal Union, however, the situation is diflFerent. The monoclausal analysis 
contradicts the Clitic Doubling Rule, since final 3's are also initial 3's of the same clause. 
The rule states that if all other necessary conditions for determining a clitic are m^jst, the 
clitic may only be omitted if it is an initial 3 of a clause. Hence the rule would incorrectly 
predict that the clitic be optional in (29a). 

(29a) Generalmente, cuando los vremios les/*0 son terminadns dedara los 
Banadores. el publico sale rdpidamente. 

'Generally, when the prizes are finished being given to the winners, the public 
leaves rapidly.' [16] 

Using passive+multiclausal data, (29a) would be represemed by Davies and Rosen as 
follows: 
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(29b) 




Another problem with Bickford's analysis has to do with conditions for optional 
doubling in single clauses. He states that in order for the dative clitic to be optional in 
single clauses, the final 3 must be a semantic Recipient or Addressee. This does not 
account for the following which may be interpreted in two ways: "They bought the house 
from Mark" or "They bought the house M Mark." If the house is purchased from Mark, 
the dative is a semantic Source, and the Doubling Rule would inaccurately predict 
obligatory clitic doubling. 

(30) (Le) compraron la casa a Marcos. 

They bought the house fi-om/for Mark.' (Source 3) 

Thus it appears that initial 3's may be too narrowly defined as semantic 
Recipients/Addressees. One may argue that in the case of (30) the cUtic is indeed 
obligatory, but when the thematic role of Marcos is Recipient/Addressee, the clitic is 
optional. Such an argument seems arbitrary, however, since optionality in this example 
appears to be possible with both interpretations of the sentence (although speakers do not 
agree on this point). 

The theory-based problems with Bickford's analysis, then, primarily have to do 
with his interpretation of multi-clausal constructions, particularly involving clause 
reduction. If certain constructions are reanalyzed as monoclausal constructions, following 
Davies and Rosen, the Doubling Rule will make incorrect predictions. Furthermore, 
defining inital 3's as semantic Recipients/Addressees does not account for the possibility of 
clitic omission in (30). Other problems with basing a doubling rule on the thematic roles 
of datives will be discussed in further detail in Section 4. 
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3 Jaeggli (1982) 
3.1 Jaeggli 

Working within Government and Binding, Jaeggli (1982) proposes a similar 
analysis of dative clitic doubling. Like Bickford, he notes that clitic doubling is optional ui 
constructions involving non-pronominal datives that carry the thematic role of Goal 
(hereafter considered to be the same as Recipient/ Addressee, based upon a comparison of 
both Bickford's and Jaeggii*s data)."^ Doubling is obligatory with free pronouns and 
Inalienable Possession constructions, as shown in (3 1) and (32), respectively (1982: 14).^ 

(3 1 a) Le entregue la carta a el 

1 delivered the letter to him.* 

(3 lb) * 0 Entregue la carta a el [1.4] 

(32a) Le sacaron la muela del juicio a Juan. 
They took John's wisdom tooth out.' 

(32b) * Q Sacaron la muela del juicio a Juan, [1.55] 

Jaeggli accounts for the data by considering Goal constructions to be the 
unmarked case and other datives to be the marked case for dative clitic doubling. He 
therefore formulates the following theta-role transmission rule to account for all marked 
constructions (Jaeggli 1982:36). 



(33) 



CL 

a Case 
3 0. 



NP 




'2 


(a Case) 


1 


P ©i 



Jaeggli accounts for the data by presenting Inalienable Possession as an example of 
marked cases involving dative clitic doubling. He maintains that dative clitic doubling is 
obligatory in such constnictions. That is, verbs that allow an Inalienable Possession 
construction are listed in the lexicon as assigning a special theta role, 0p, to dative clitics 
attached to them. This then triggers the 0-role assignment to the NP via the transmission 
rule. 

The rule supplies 0-roles to object NP's which are doubled. Therefore, if a clitic is 
not present, 0-role absorption will not occur, and the assignment is to the NP instead. 
That is, if the clitic is not there, the a NP object (preceded by a preposition) simply 
receives the role generally associated with dative NP's, that of Goal (0g). 
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(34) 0 Dieron cinco dolau^s a mi hiio. 

[0g] 

They gave my son five dollars/ 

On the other hand, if the construction is inalienable, the verbs which allow this 
construction do not select a Goal object, and the clitic bears a special 0-role, 0p. 

(3 5) Le duele la cabeza a Juan , 
[0p] [0p] 

'John's head hurts/ 

When the clitic is absent, Jaeggli maintains that 0-role absorption does not occur, 
and the construction is not inalienable possession but an "ordinary goal indirect object" 
(1982:33). Thus, he argues, omission of the clitic in (36b) gives the sentence the 
nonsensical meaning of "They examined the teeth to the horse." 

(36a) Le examinaron los dientes al caballo . 
[0p] [0p] 
They examined the horse's teeth.' 

(3 6b) * 0 Examinaron los dientes al caballo, 

[0g] 

The presence of the clitic is required to fix appropriately the thematic presence of the "a- 
phrase" and imply 0p (inalienable possession construction theme role). 

Jaeggli describes Benefactive Datives or Ethical Datives as constructions in which 
both the direct and indirect object positions are filled. Again, he considers these to be 
marked constructions which therefore require clitic doubling. 

(37) Me le arruinaron la vida a mi hijo. 
They ruined my son's life on me.' [1.15a] 

(38) Sin mi permiso, te me comprasie la moto. 

Without my permission, you bought yourself the motorbike on me.' [1.1 5b] 

3.2 Theory-based problems 

Like Bickford, Jaeggli defines optional dative clitics as being Goal. Again, this 
does not account for the following optionality in which one interpretation may involve 
Source. 

(39) (Le) compraron la casa a Marcos. 
They bought the house fi-om/for Mark.* 
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Furthermore, although Jaeggli includes some dative causative constructions 
involving hacer in his data, he does not provide an analysis of these or other multiclausal 
constructions involving Spanish datives. 

Jaeggli's treatment of dative clitic doubling is not comprehensive, in that he does 
not discuss other obligatory constructions such as Inversion (where the dative is the 
semantic Experiencer). Assuming that the analysis would assign a 0-role, ©e, denoting 
the role of Experiencer, would there be a difference between 0-role assignment for (40) 
versus (41)? 

(40) Le gustan las arvejas a Mafalda. 
'Mafalda likes peas/ 

(41) El buen comer 0 gusta a todos. 
'Good food pleases everyone.' 

Jaeggli's analysis assumes that if there is no clitic the NP carries the thematic role of Goal 
assigned by the preposition, 'a How does this account for the sentence in (41) since the 
generic group todos does not seem to be a clear Goal of gustarl 

Finally, Borer (1983:35) rejects Jaeggli's analysis, questioning whether the clitic is 
in an argument position and falls under binding conditions. She states that if the clitic 
occupies an argument position, al) clitic doubling configurations would be problematic 
because under the Projection Principle, the verb would select two argument positions and 
assign the same 0-role to both. She maintains that in Jaeggli's system the clitic cnicially 
does not govern or c-command the governed element. She also argues that no 
transmission rule is necessary. Instead, "the clitic, as a morphological aflSx of sorts, simply 
affects the nature of the 0-role assigned to the indirect object" (1983:194). She maintains 
that the interaction between morphology and the argument structure is merely a 
morphological process. 

3.3 Similarities 

Bickford and Jaeggli's analyses of obligatory dative clitic doubling have several 
similarities. Although the formalisms are different, both stem from the semantic roles of 
the dative; specifically, if the lexical NP is a semantic Goal (Recipient/Addressee), clitic 
doubling is considered to be optional. In all other cases where the NP is non-pronominal 
and occurs to the right of the verb, the clitic is required. For Bickford the decision 
whether or not to double the clitic is based on whether or not the superficial indirect 
object was initially a Recipient/Addressee; for Jaeggli, thematic assignment to the NP in 
indirect object position is triggered by the dative clitic if the clitic is not a semantic Goal. 

Both analyses include example sentences involving verbs with inherent thematic 
roles, such as Goal, and can account for verbs which imply a dative Experiencer. 
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Table 3.30 compares and contrasts the two theories, including an outline of verbs 
used in each analysis. 

Table 3«30 A comparison of two theories 



NP 




"2 


(a Case) 


1 





Bickford 
Rule: Doubling Rule: 

Given a nominal a, a clause 

and an arc of the form 
(3(ai) <cf^] which meet all 
necessary conditions for 
determining a clitic c inb, c 
may be omitted only if / =^1 

Conditions: Clitic optional if 3-> 3 
(Final 3 is an initial 3) 

Clitic obligatory if X -> 3, 
where X?t3 

Cases: Recipient/Addressee, 
Inalienable Possession 
Ethical Datives 
Bene&ctives 

£iamples: Recipient/Addressee 

contar, decir 
dar, enviar, entregar 
alquilar 

Eiperiencer 
gustar, faltar 

Possessor 

lavar 

Ethical Dative 
ensuciar 

Beoefactlve — 

pintar, hacer comida 
comprar para, tocar para 

For Possessor, Ethical Dative, and Benefactive constructions, the semantic role is 
not inherent in the verb. The sentences in (42), for example, both contain the same verb; 
however, the thematic role of the dative is diflferent in each. The first contains a dative 
Possessor, whereas the second contains a dative Benefactive. 

(42a) Le lave las manos a mi hija. 
1 washed my daughter's hands.' 



Jaeggli 

Markedness, 0-Role assignment 
via transmission rule: 



CL 

a Case 

P ©i J 



Clitic optional if Goal 0-Role 
(clitic sd)sorbs s-govenunent) 

Clitic obligatory if Bp 



Goal 

Inalienable Possession 
Ethical Datives 

Goal 

ccnvenccr, pedir 
mandar, entregar, regalar 



Possessor 

lavar, examinar, doler, sacar, romper 

Ethical Dative 

amiinar, comprar 
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(42b) Le lave el carro a Juan. 

1 washed the car for Juan/ 

Clearly, in such cases the verbs do not imply just one inherent thematic role, 
therefore interpretation of the dative cannot be determined solely by the verb. Table 3.3 1 
provides examples from Bickford and Jaeggii's data containing such verbs in order to 
demonstrate the context necessary for their interpretation. 

Table 3.31 Sample verbs in Possessor, Ethical Dative, 
and Benefactive constructions 

Possessor 

Bickford: 

Antes de cenar, siempre le/ *0 lava las manos a su hija. 
'Before dinner, she always washes her daughter's hands.' [10] 

Jaeggii: 

Le lavaron las manos a Luis, 
They washed Luis' hands.' [1.54e] 

Le duele la cabeza a Mafalda. 
'MaSy da has a headache.' [L3a] 

Le romp i la pata a la mesa 
'Ibroketheubie'sleg.' [1.3b] 

Ethical Dative 

Bickford: 

Esos niHos malos siempre /e/*0 ensucian mi auto a Jorge cuando se lo presto. 
Those bad boys always get my car dirty on George when I loan it to him,' [9] 

Jaeggii: 

Me le arruinaron la vida a mi hijo. 
They mined my son's life on me.' [1. 15a] 

Sin mi permiso, te me compraste la moto, 

•Without my permission, you bought yourself the motorbike on me.' [1.15b] 

Benefactive 

Bickford: 

Les/ *0 pintaban las paredes a los dueflos todos los veranos. 
They painted wails for the owners every summer.' [7] 

A/i esposa les/*0 hace comida a muchas familias pobres, 
•My wife prepares food for many poor families.' [8] 



Bickford and Jaeggli*s analyses are similar in that they account for optional versus 
obligatory possibilities (without mention of the scope of preference ^or the clitic).^ 
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Moreover, the rules are semantically motivated and rely on a limited set of verbs and 
verbal categories. 

4 Problematic data 

4.1 Thematic roles 

Since neither analysis explicitly defines thematic roles such as Goal, Recipient, 
Experiencer, etc., I will attempt to briefly outline prototypical definitions of semantic roles 
related to datives in Spanish and list verbs related to each category before discussing the 
data in Section 

A Recipient may be considered to be that entity which acquires possession of the 
patient as a result of the specified action; that is, the entity may assume control over the 
Theme (the entity towards which an action is directed; not a Patient). An Addressee is 
that entity to which a communication is directed. A Goal would include both of the above 
definitions for Recipient and Addressee. 

JackendofF(1972:66) notes that with verbs of motion, the Goal is the destination 
cfthe motion. He states that this is different fi-om Location, since with verbs of motion. 
Location should not be generated in a construction with the verb itself in the prelexical 
base. He also delineates the Source-Goal pattern as a change in position of the direct 
object, extending fi-om one NP to another NP. For this paper, I use his definition in 
which Goal may imply the transfer of an entity toward the dative; that is, the Goal dative 
somehow (whether literally or metaphorically) receives the entity. Source is therefore 
interpreted as that entity fi-om which a communication or possession is directed. Based on 
JackendofF(1972:78), this paper will consider Source to be the complement of Goal. 

The Experiencer is the thinking being which experiences the thought or perception 
specified by certain verbs. In Spanish, the Experiencer commonly occurs in subject 
position; however, in Inversion constructions it occurs in what is typically the indirect 
object position. The agent and dative exchange roles in such constructions, thus the label 
Inversion'. 

Benefactives may be interpreted as the entity for whose benefit an action is done; 
that is, it is the entity that is directly affected by the action but does not necessarily 
become the possessor of the Theme/Patient (Patient= an entity that undergoes a change of 
state or location or is otherwise affected directly as a result of the action specified by the 
verb.) In Spanish Ethical Datives are often quite similar to Benefactives, although they 
may imply some sort of a negative benefit. 

The Possessor is that entity to which the Theme/Patient belongs. Jackendoff 
(1972:56) notes that in English we may have a possessor goal. In Spanish this is 
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complicated by Inalienable Constructions in which the accusative object is inherently a 
part or possession of the dative complement. 

Before moving to problematic data, the following is a partial list of Spanish verbs 
and the thematic roles they may impart to datives, primarily based on Biclcibrd and 
Jaeggli's analyses. Those in parentheses may be ambiguous or occur in more than one 
category, depending on the context of the verb, and will be discussed in the following 
section. 

Verbs that assume a dative that is Goal, Source, or Experiencer have inherent 
thematic roles; that is, the interpretation of the dative argument is predictable from the 
meaning of the verb. Such verbs include the following: 

Table 4.10 Verbs with inherent dative thematic roles 

Goal: 

conmiunication verbs: explicar, contar, decir, confesar, hablar, maldecir, mentir, 
negar, traducir, convencer, (pedir, prometer, permitir, averiguar, recomendar) 

e.g., Siempre (le) contaban historias a su madre. 
They always told their mother stories.' 

ditransitives: dar, mandar, enviar, entregar, dejar, prestar, regalar, devolver, 
contribuir, pagar, deber, dedicar, ofrecer, sersdr, traer, tirar, agregar, examinar, 
corregir, defender, demostrar, mostrar, (escribir, comprar, alquilar, exigir, 
pertenecer, referir^ presentar) 

e.g.. El ladron (le) devoivio el dinero a la sefiora. 
The thief returned the money to the woman.' 

Source: 

quitar, sacar, robar, suspender, pedir, recoger, salir bien/mal, exigir, comprar, 
alquilar) 

e.g., Le robaron dinero a Juan. 
They stole money from John.* 

Experiencen 

inversion constructions: gustar, complacer, agradar, satisfecer, faltar, quedar, 
merecer, pasar, caer bien, alegrar. 

e.g., Dinero lesfalta a los estudiantes aquL 
The students here lack money.' 
(Literally: 'Money is lacking to the students here.*) 

For other verbs, the thematic role of the dative cannot be determined solely by the 
verb, as in table 4.11. 
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Table 4.11 Verbs with non-inherent dative thematic roies 

Benefactive: 

pintar, tocar, abrir, destruir, construir, matar, hacer, cerrar, vender, comprar, 
arreglar, componer, romper, cubrir, mover, poner, guardar un puesto, morder, 
detener, veneer, despertar, acostar, levantar, resolver, escribir, ensuciar, arruinar, 
acabar.) 

e.g., Le arreglaron el carro a Jorge. 
They fixed the car for George.' 

Possessor: 

(lavar, curar, jalar, coger, examinar, doler, romper, sacar, vestir, peinar.) 

e.g., Le euro las heridas al enfermo. 
Tie healed the patient's wounds.' 

Locative (?): 

(poner, llegar, dirigirse, encomendarse, acercarse.) 

e. g. , Le llegar on las cartas a Juan. 
The letters arrived to John.' 

4.2 Problematic data 

Although Bickford and Jaeggli^s analyses seem to account for the majority of 
constructions involving dative arguments, some problems remain for consideration. First, 
for many speakers there are examples where clitic doubling may be omitted even though 
the Doubling Rule would predict obligatory doubling. Such examples are especially 
evident in cases involving the Inversion construction with quantifiers (with the thematic 
role of Experiencer) but may also occur with dative arguments assuming thematic 
arguments such as Source, Benefactives, and Possessor. Moreover, the thematic roie of 
the indirea objea is not always simple to determine and depends upon the context of the 
verb. In many instances, the Doubling Rule would predict that the clitic is obligatory, 
sometimes erroneously. 

For dative arguments that assume the thematic role of Recipient/ Addressee, it may 
be that there are cases where clitic doubling is strongly preferred or perhaps semi- 
obligatory. The Clitic Doubling Rule does not account for such instances, since it predicts 
only two outcomes: obligatory or optional. This binary prediction fails to account for the 
scope of preference and context of usage. In certain instances omission of the clitic may 
actually be preferable even in cases where the analyses in question would simply predict 
optionality. This is particularly true when a specific meaning is intended. That is, if a shift 
in emphasis is intended, implying a focus on a particular action or a series of actions rather 
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than on the dative complement, or if a non-partitive/generic reading is intended, omission 
of the clitic may be preferable. 

I will outline problematic examples that do not appear to conform to Bickford or 
Jaeggli's analyses. Rather than proposing an alternative analysis, I will provide a 
descriptive discussion of data pertaining to the analyses in question. 

4.3 Experiencers 

Interviews with native Spanish speakers yielded some interesting results with 
regard to clitic doubling which demonstrate the inadequacy of relying solely on syntactic 
rules to account for the phenomenon.^ I will first discuss instances where clitic doubling 
should be obligatory, according to Ptckford and Jaeggli, but the data reveal otherwise. 

Recall that obligatory doubling must occur when the dative object is not an initial 
3, i.e.. Recipient/ Addressee (Bickford), or if the thematic role of the dative NP is not 
assigned the 0-role, 0g^ where g=Goal (Jaeggli). Thus, the clitic should be obligatory in 
constructions involving datives that are semantic Experiencers, since these datives are not 
initial 3's. Jaeggli similarly maintains that such datives are the marked case, and therefore 
his transmission rule would assign a 0-role other than 0g. For our purposes, we will 
consider any non-goal thematic role to be of the class whose role is 0x. Specifically, 
datives assuming the semantic role of Experiencer will have the role 0e, specified in the 
lexicon, as in (43). 

(43 ) La musica francesa no le gusta a Juan, 

7ohn does not like French music* (1 ->3; 0e) 

Although (43) conforms to the analyses in question, Bickford and Jaeggli do not account 
for the grammaticality with omission of the clitic in (44), which has the same verb as (43). 
According to both analyses, the following sentence should be ungrammatical. 

(44) La musica norteamericana no 0 gusta a nadie, 
T^o one likes North American music/ (1 ->3; 0e) 

The data revealed almost unanimous acceptance of clitic omission, in Inversion 
constructions (where the dative argument is the semantic Experiencer) that contain psych- 
verbs (Belletti and Rizzi 1988) and a dative argument comprised of a quantifier expression 
or a generic expression. These are represented in (45) and (46), respectively. 

(45a) El humo de tabaco no 0 agrada a nadie. (1 ->3; 0e) 

Tobacco smoke doesn*t please-3sg anyone.' 

(45b) El buen comer 0 complace a todo el mundo, 
'Good food satisfies everyone.* 



ERIC 



page 174 



Franklin 



(45c) La musica norteamericam no 0 giista a nadie. 
'No one likes North American music. 

(45d) Im comida china 0 satisface a cualquiera. 
'Chinese food satisfies anyone.' 

(46) La musica latina no 0 gusta a los norteamericanos. 
'North Americans don't like Latin music* 

The dative clitic may be omitted even when word order is altered and the generic subject 
occurs after the verb, as in (47). 

(47) No 0 agrada a nadie el humo de tabaco. 
'Tobacco smoke doesn't please anyone.' 

The dative argument can have either a specific or nonspecific reference in 
Inversion constructions involving psych-verbs and a generic superficial subject. Compare 
(45) and (46) which have a nonspecific reference with the following sentences in which the 
dative is specific. Speakers noted a shift in emphasis when the clitic was omitted, although 
they had difficulty defining it. 

(48) La comida italiana 0 complace a Maria. 
'Italian food satisfies Mary.' 

(49) El humo del tabaco no 0 agrada a Elena. 
'Tobacco smoke doesn't please Elaine.' 

(50) La comida china 0 satisface a Marta. 
'Chinese food satisfies Martha.' 

In constructions such as those above, clitic omission made the sentence awkward only 
with the verb gustar and a specific dative, as in (51). 

(5 1 ) ?La musica francesa no 0 gusta a Juan. 
'John doesn't like French music' 

It is interesting to note that for many speakers, clitic omission changes the 
emphasis slightly fi'om the partitive interpretation of individuals within a group in (52a) to 
the nonpartitive interpretation of the group as a generic class in (52b). 

(52a) El buen comer no le complace a nadie. 

'Good food doesn't satisfy anyone (individual).' 

(52b) El buen comer no 0 complace a nadie. 

'Good food doesn't satisfy anyone (in general).' 
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Thus, in constructions involving Inversion, psych-verbs and generic subjects, clitic 
onussion may actually be preferable if the speaker^s intention is that the dative be non- 
referential/non-specific. To avoid any partitive construction or individualization of a 
dative group, the clitic is omitted. Compare the following: 

(53a) El buen comer 0 complace a todos. 

Good food satisfies everyone (collectively)' 

(53b) El buen comer le complace a todos. 

'Good food satisfies everyone (individually)' 

It is interesting that doubling with a plural clitic was considered awkward in (54a) unless 
the dative were changed. 

(54a) ?£/ buen comer les complace a todos. 
'Good food satisfies everyone.' 

(54b) El buen comer les complace a todos ellos. 
'Good food satisfies all of them/ 

(54c) El buen comer le complace a todos. 
'Good food satisfies everyone.' 

For certain constructions and certain speakers, inclusion of the clitic actually made 
the sentence awkward, as in (55). 

(55a) La comida italiana 0 agrada a los jovenes. 

(55b) ?ia comida italiana les agrada a los jovenes. 

Note that Inversion verbs that do not denote psychological states, such as faltar 
and quedar, behave differently fi-om psych-verbs. Instead, oblir^atory doubling is required, 
as in (56). 

(56a) Dinero le falta a todo el mundo. 
Money 3sg lack to all the world. 
•Everyone lacks money.' 

(56b) ^Dinero 0 falta a todo el mundo. 

Nevertheless, neither Bickford's nor Jaeggli's analysis predicts or accounts for clitic 
omission involving psych-verbs, nor does either analysis account for dative Experiencers 
that occur to the right of the verb. 
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Constructions categorized as Inalienable Possession also yield interesting results, in 
that with certain sentences and for many speakers, the absence of a dative clitic is 
acceptable. The Bickford and Jaeggli analyses predict otherwise. For omission to occur, 
the sentence must appear as one of a series of actions, as shown in the following: 

(57a) 7Cur6 las heridas al enfermo, 

'He healed the patient's wounds.' 

(57b) Entro en la casa y 0 curd las heridas al enfermo. 

He entered the house and healed the patient's wounds.' (Possessor ->3; 0p) 

(58a) 7 Quito la ropa al en fermo , 

*She removed the patient's clothes.' 

(58b) El medico entro en el cuarto y 0 quito la ropa al enfermo porque el pobrecito 
no lo pudo hacer si mismo. 

The doctor entered the room and removed the patient's clothes because the poor 
thing couldn't do it himself (Possessor ->3; 0p) 

Bickford and Jaeggli's analyses also do not account for certain constructions 
involving verbs that may take a dative carrying the semantic role of either 
Possessor/Source. Both theories would predict obligatory doubling for (59), a single 
action from which clitic omission is acceptable. 

(59) Vo ya no 0 scco muelas a nadie. 

'I don't take out molars from anyone anymore.' 

In cases such as these, humanness does not appear to increase the need for clitic 
doubling. 

(60a) ?♦ Mi hermano 0 jalo (cogio) la cola al gato. 
'My brother pulled the cat's tail.' 

(60b) Mi hermano le jalo (cogio) la cola al gato, 

(60c) ?♦ Mi hermano 0 jalo (cogio) el pelo a mi hermana. 
'My brother pulled my sister's hair.' 

(60d) Mi hermano lejalo (cogio) el pelo a mi hermana. (Poss./Source -^3; 0p) 

(61a) ? El veterinario 0 examino los dientes al caballo. 
'The veterinarian examined the horse's teeth.* 
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(61b) 



El veterinario le examino los dientes al caballo. 



(61c) 



? El dentista 0 examino los dientes a Maria. 
'The dentist examined Mary's teeth.* 



(61d) 



El dentista le examino los dientes a Maria. 



(Possessor ->3; 0p) 



Nevertheless, if the dative is animate, the preference for clitic doubling seems to 
increase, at least for verbs that imply a dative Possessor/Source. Compare the sentences 
in (62). 

(62a) El niho quito los botones a las blusas. 
The child removed the blouses* buttons.' 

(62b) *La enfermera quito la ropa a los enfermos. 
The nurse removed the patients' clothes.' 

4.5 Benefactives 

Verbs involving datives that are semantic Benefactives (but not necessarily 
Recipients/ Addressees) do not present a clear pattern. Doubling must occur with these, 
following Bickford. Jaeggli does not specifically discuss such datives, but based on his 0- 
role transmission rule, doubling would also be required. Note, however, the following 
counterexamples in which omission of the dative is acceptable. 

(63a) Jorge, dbrele la puerta a Elena (Benefactive -> 3) 

'George, open the door for Elaine.' 

(63b) Jorge, abre 0 la puerta a Elena 

(64a) Le prepare comida a mi hija para la fiesta 

'I prepared food for my daughter for the party.' 

(64b) 0 Prepare comida a mi hija para la fiesta 

For other Benefactive constructions, the pattern is not as clear. Some constructions 
involving verbs that occur with Benefiiunive datives are generally acceptable with or 
without the clitic while others, in similar constructions, tend to be rejected. Compare (63- 
64) with (65-66) (where ? indicates probably grammatical and ?* indicates probably 
ungrammatical). 

(65a) ? Un carpintero le construyd la casa a Pablo. (Benefactive ^3) 
'A carpenter constructed the house for Paul.' 

(65b) ?* t/n carpintero 0 construyd la casa a Pablo, 
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(66a) Le mataron los perros a Pablo. 
They killed the dogs for Pablo.' 

(66b) ? 0 Mataron los perros a Pablo. 

As with Inalienable Possession, for some speakers, omission of the clitic in (66b) is more 
acceptable if the action is one of a series, as in (67). 

(67) lEntraron en la casa y luego 0 mataron los perros a Pablo. 
They entered the house and later killed the dogs for Pablo.' 

4*6 Other thematic roles 

Some verbs may allow more than one semantic value for the dative argument. 
Often the semantic function is ambiguous, as in (68), in which the indirect object may be 
interpreted either as the Source or Benefactive. That is, for many speakers (68a) may be 
interpreted two ways: "Martha, buy the house from George" or "Martha, buy the house 
for George." In either case the clitic appears to be optional for most speakers. Again, 
both Bickford and Jaeggli would maintain that obligatory doubling occurs with such 
constructions since the dative cannot be interpreted only as a Goal. 

(68a) Marta, comprale la casa a Jorge, (X 3) 

TVlartha, buy the house from/for George.' 

(68b) Marta, compra 0 la casa a Jorge, 

(69a) Marta, no le compres la bicicleta a Jorge, 
"Martha, don't buy the bike from/for George.' 

(69b) Marta, no 0 compres la bicicleta a Jorge, 

Neither Bickford nor Jaeggli's analysis explains how their rules apply to cases such 
as (70). Native speakers accept these utterances even though the datives are not clear 
semantic Goals; the role of these datives is rather semantic Possessor or possibly 
Experiencer. In either case, however, if the dative is not Goal, the clitic doubling rule 
would therefore inaccurately predict obligatory doubling. 

(70a) Esta carta le pertenece a Teresa, (X -^3) 
This letter belongs to Theresa.' 

(70b) E^ta carta 0 pertenece a Teresa, 

(70c) Las riquezas naturales 0 pertenecen a todo el mundo. 
TMatural resources belong to everyone.' 
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Furthermore, for sentences involving Clause Union, Bickford maintains that the 
clitic is obligatory since the dative argument of the embedded clause is not an initial 3, 
This does not explain the acceptance by many speakers of the following constructions, 
both with and without clitic doubling. The superficial dative is the initial 1 of the 
embedded clause. 

(71a) No le permiten fumar a su hiio, (1 ->3) 
They don't allow their daughter to smoke/ 

(7 lb) No0 permiten fumar a su hiio . 

(72a) Le hice esiudiar espanol a Juan. 
1 made John study Spanish.* 

(72b) 0 Hice estudiar espanol a Juan, 

Also, how would the analyses in question deal with the following, where the NP in 
indirect object position has a thematic role that is not a clear Goal? Spanish speakers tend 
to prefer (73a). Nevertheless most also accept (73b) without reservation, despite clitic 
omission. 

(73a) Siempre les exigen mucho dinero a los jefes 

They always denumd a lot of money fi-om the bosses.' 

(73b) Siempre 0 exigen mucho dinero a los jefes. 

Since both analyses in question are syntactico-semantic, neither analysis in 
question takes into account the difference in emphasis (scope of focus) brought about by 
clitic omission and the possibility that omission or inclusion of the clitic may be a matter of 
preference. This is true even with Goal datives, as in (74) and (75). 

(74a) El general le puso una medalla al soldado y despues dio un discurso. 
'The general put a medal on the soldier and then gave a lecture, 
(preferred if emphasis is upon the dative) 

(74b) / general 0 puso una medalla al soldado y despues dio un discurso. 
(preferred if emphaas on the action is desired by speaker) 

(75a) El humo del tabaco no le agrada a Maria, pero a Pedro si. 
Tobacco smoke doesn't please Mary, but it does Peter.' 
(preferred if emphasis is upon the dative) 

(75b) El humo del tabaco no 0 agrada a Maria. 
Tobacco smoke doesn't please Mary.' 
(preferred if emphasis on the action is desired by speaker) 
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Compare the following in which the salient feature in (76a) is completion of the action, 
whereas (76b) focuses more on the people being invited. 

(76a) 0 Enviamos invitacioms a todos. 
We sent invitations to everyone. 

(76b) Le enviamos invitacioms a todos, 
We sent invitations to everyone .' 

We have seen various data problematic to Bickford and Jaeggli*s analyses. 
Sentences containing a wide range of non-Goal datives present counterexamples/problems 
not accounted for. These include constructions involving Experiencers, Possessors, and 
Benefactives, among other thematic roles. Furthermore, the issue of speaker preference 
regarding clitic doubling is not considered in either analysis. 

5 Implications and consequences 

In the case of each construction mentioned, the representative Relational 
Grammar and Government and Binding analyses do not entirely account for the data. The 
object of this report is not to negate the importance of these syntactic and dialect-specific 
accounts, but rather to reiterate that a single analysis or rule is not adequate to account 
for all instances of obligatory/optional dative clitic doubling in Spanish. To rely on such an 
analysis may be to overgeneralize what is occurring in the language. The formal syntactic 
analyses in question (based on thematic roles) may account for the majority of the data; 
however, pragmatic variables must also be taken into account. To clarify problematic 
issues, a larger corpus of data than that of either analysis is needed. 

My findings imply that it is also important to look beyond the sentence level to 
discourse grammar and to examine the role of clitic doubling within larger texts in order to 
find more examples of clitic omission and to understand the role of context, since in many 
cases the clitic serves to clarify or reinforce the role of the dative nominal. It may be that 
a discursive analysis of texts would reveal more examples that do not conform to 
Bickford's or Jaeggli*s analyses and would reveal possible reasons. Unfortunately, such is 
beyond the scope of this report. 

The type of verb and verbal constraints must be considered since some verbs 
allow more than one semantic role for the dative argument; for example, the verbs 
comprar and alquilar. Furthermore, there may be a spectrum of preference regarding 
doubling; that is, usage may not be merely a case of optionaiity versus obligatory clitic 
doubling. A larger quantitative analysis of Goal dative constructions may reveal this more 
clearly. 

It appears possible that some dialects always require doubling or strongly prefer 
clitic doubling. Thus, to generalize a clitic doubling rule for all dialects is oversimplifying 
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the phenomenon. In contrast to Bickford's and Jaeggli's analyses, which are based 
primarily upon data from one dialect, the data in this study were taken from a variety of 
dialects. This provided evidence contrary to Bickford's and Jaeggli's claims that their 
generalizations hold for Spanish in general. In addition to dialect differences, clitic 
doubling may also depend upon register, the level of education of the speaker, and other 
idiolectal features, although investigating such factors is beyond the scope of this paper. 

In light of the many questions that remain regarding dative clitic doubling, it is 
clear that a larger corpus of data and more exhaustive treatment remain for further study. 
I do not attempt to explain the phenomena thoroughly, only to critique two syntactic 
explanations by providing some counterexamples and possible influencing factors as well 
as questions for further study. Syntactic rules and explanations have yielded a wealth of 
interesting research, but dative clitic doubling in Spanish continues to be an elusive 
phenomenon, particularly in spoken Spanish across dialects. In the end, it remains difScult 
to account for all instances of clitic doubling in the spoken language adequately (and 
perhaps other phenomena across languages) without taking into account pragmatic 
features. 



NOTES 



1 Here, free refers to a non-clitic pronoun. A clitic may be defined as being 
phonologically bound but syntactically free (Bickford 1989). See Zwicky (1977) for a 
detailed definition. Final 3 nominals are underlined. 

2 Clitic climbing means that the final 3 of the embedded clause determines a dative 
clitic on the matrix verb and cannot determine a clitic on the verb of which it is a semantic 
dependent. 

3 Bickford notes that the part of the sentence which is not underlined shows 
habitual aspect. Including habitual information rules out other possible reasons for 
obligatory doubling, since some speakers require the clitic with non-habitual aspect. 

4 Common thematic relations include agent, goal, source, theme, and experiences 
Jaeggli does not define these, but refers to Gruber (1965) and Jackendoff (1972). 

5 Since a pronominal is always [+animate], Jaeggli notes that pronominal 
complements must be obligatorily clitic doubled in all cases and in all dialects. 
Furthermore, he says that pronouns are allowed in object position only when the cliticized 
version is not allowed. Thus two animate complements only occur together if both are 
third person (Perlmutter 1971): e.g., *Me le rccomendaron. 
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6 Jaeggli (1982: 14) does note that River Plate Spanish prefers the dative clitic 
even with Goal. 

7 Many of these definitions are taken fi-om class lectures fi-om Bickford (1989). 

8 To determine v/hether or not the clitic doubling rule and Jaeggli's similar analyses 
indeed accounted for the aforementioned thematic arguments, I conducted an informal 
survey among native speakers of Spanish and later constructed a formal questionnaire 
involving 100 constructions both with and without clitic doubling. All of the constructions 
contained non-pronominal dative arguments to the right of the verb in order to maintain 
Bickford's conditions for optionality. This second questioimaire was used to conduct 
interviews with eight more native speakers from six different areas of the Spanish- 
speaking world (Spain, Ecuador, Panama, Puerto Rico, Nicaragua, and Mexico.) Three of 
the participants were completely bilingual in English and Spanish; four had some 
proficiency in English although they preferred to speak Spanish; and one knew no English 
at all. All of the participants return regularly to their home country and all but one (who 
went home four years ago) had returned within the past year. One participant was visiting 
relatives for a month but has never lived in the United States, 

In each interview, the participant was asked to listen to each construction 
andimmediately tell whether the sentence sounded good to him/her. If the sentence 
seemed unacceptable, the participant was asked whether s/he would hear such a sentence 
in their home area or not, and if so in what context. If the sentence was considered 
completely unacceptable, they were asked what sounded **bad" or how they would say it 
in normal speech. The terms "ungrammatical** and "correct" were avoided in order to 
obtain data that reflect the language as it is indeed spoken, rather than Spanish as it ought 
to be. The participants were encouraged to react to the constructions fi-om their own 
intuition rather than according to the way they were taught in school. 
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